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ara	 dialogar,	 wrote	 the	 Spanish	 poet	Machado,	 escuchar	 primero;	
después,	escuchar.	“For	a	dialogue,	let’s	listen	first;	and	then,	listen.”	





their	 weapons,	 not	 even	 for	 self-defense.	 A	month	 after	 the	 uprising,	 the	





*	Gustavo	Esteva	 is	a	grassroots	activist	and	a	public,	deprofessionalized	 intellectual	 from	
Mexico.	He	is	one	of	the	leading	advocates	for	“post-development,”	and	the	reclaiming	of	
learning,	instead	of	education,	as	a	site	for	resistance	and	liberation.	He	was	one	of	many	
advisors	 to	 the	 Zapatista	 Army	 for	 National	 Liberation	 (EZLN)	 in	 Chiapas	 in	 their	





1	Excerpted	 from	 the	 Presidential	 Panel	 Session	 entitled	 “Beyond	 Education”	 at	 the	 62nd	











and	 the	 Dialogues	 of	 San	 Andrés.	 They	 reached	 agreements	 with	 the	
government.	And,	the	government	did	not	respect	those	agreements.	
Peace	Agreements	after	Peace	Dialogue,	of	course.		However,	can	we	

















this	 threat,	 the	 worst	 ever	 posed	 to	 the	 project	 of	Westernization	 of	 the	
world,	 a	 new	 colonizing	 weapon	 entered	 the	 world	 scene:	
underdevelopment.	With	his	speech	on	January	20,	1949,	president	Truman	
succeeded	 in	what	had	been	 impossible	 for	Churchill:	 the	prolongation	of	
the	 colonial	 yoke.	 Socialist-inspired	 Prime	 Minister	 of	 the	 new	 Indian	
nation-state,	 Jawaharlal	 Nehru,	 became	 his	 main	 ally:	 he	 transformed	
Gandhi	into	an	impractical	mahatma,	unbeatable	as	the	father	of	the	nation	
but	 unable	 to	 help	 in	 its	 construction,	 its	 development.	 The	 “natives,”	
everywhere,	 were	 transformed	 into	 “the	 underdeveloped.”	 Their	
imagination	 and	 their	 dreams,	 full	 of	 energy	 a	 few	 years	 before,	 were	








In	 1945,	 the	 United	 States	 was	 an	 amazing,	 highly	 autonomous	
machine,	 producing	 half	 of	 the	 world’s	 registered	 production.	 It	 was	 the	
universal	 creditor.	 There	 were	 no	 doubts	 about	 its	 military,	 economic,	
political,	and	even	cultural	hegemonic	power.	Europe	and	the	Soviet	Union	
were	devastated	by	the	war.	Japan	was	occupied	by	the	U.S.	Most	countries	
in	 what	 was	 later	 called	 the	 “South”	 were	 still	 colonies	 of	 European	
countries.	 All	 the	 institutions	 of	 the	 time	 recognized	 the	 United	 States’	
hegemonic	 position.	 The	 Bretton	Woods	 institutions	 codified	 the	 U.S.	 as	
the	 financial	center	of	 the	world.	Even	the	Charter	of	 the	United	Nations,	
established	in	1945,	paid	tribute	to	the	U.S.	Constitution.	
The	 Americans	 wanted	 something	 more:	 an	 emblem	 capable	 of	
acknowledging	their	new	position	in	the	world,	making	it	entirely	evident.	
They	 also	 wanted	 to	 consolidate	 that	 hegemony	 and	make	 it	 permanent.	
Thus,	 they	 conceived	 a	 campaign	on	 a	 global	 scale	 that	 clearly	 bore	 their	
seal	 and	 an	 emblem	 for	 the	 campaign	 that	 even	 its	worst	 enemies	would	
adopt	and	recognize.	Development	played	such	a	role	magnificently.	
The	emblem	turned	out	to	be	gifted	with	an	unbeatable	malleability.	
Today,	 no	 one	 accepts	 the	 Truman	 conception	 of	 development.	 Neither	
Americans	nor	anti-Americans	presently	use	the	word	to	express	something	
equivalent	 to	 what	 Truman	 expressed.	 But	 none	 of	 the	 political	 and	
intellectual	 contortions	 to	which	 the	word	has	 been	 subjected	 during	 the	
following	decades	succeeded	in	dissociating	it	from	the	connotations	that	it	
acquired	 on	 January	 20,	 1949.	 It	 appears	 to	 possess	 the	 virtue	 of	
transforming	all	opposition,	all	failure,	and	all	neglect	into	opportunities	for	
buttressing	itself.	
Since	 Truman,	 development	 has	 connoted	 at	 least	 one	 thing:	 to	
escape	 from	 the	 vague,	 indefinable,	 and	 undignified	 condition	 known	 as	
underdevelopment.	 For	 two-thirds	 of	 the	 people	 on	 Earth,	 to	 think	 of	
development—any	 kind	 of	 development—requires	 first	 the	 perception	 of	












Education	was	of	 course	 the	main	component	of	 the	kit	of	 tools	of	
developers.	 In	 1953,	 UNESCO	 experts	 had	 a	 very	 important	 meeting	 to	




will	 ever	 be	 able	 to	 satisfy	 the	 demand	 of	 education.	 The	 campaign	 of	
UNESCO	and	all	the	governments	was	a	great	success:	they	convinced	the	
parents	 to	send	the	children	to	school.	They	thus	started	to	claim	schools	





of	 all	 social	 services.	 The	 so-called	 Educational	 Reform,	 which	 in	Mexico	
will	 imply	 closing	 half	 of	 the	 public	 schools,	 mainly	 in	 Indigenous	
communities,	 is	 not	 only	 a	 form	 of	 privatizing	 public	 resources,	
transforming	 them	 into	 private	 profit	 in	 the	model	 of	 charter	 schools.	 It	
means	that	capital	has	found	other	ways,	instead	of	schooling,	to	discard	or	
disqualify	 the	majority	 of	 the	 population.	More	 than	 half	 of	 the	 children	
registered	 in	 first	 grade	 will	 never	 reach	 the	 grade	 that	 the	 law	 in	 their	
country	defines	as	a	minimum	(Illich,	1996).	The	class	of	those	uneducated	
or	 undereducated,	 who	 have	 internalized	 their	 social	 devaluation,	 is	 no	
longer	needed.		
In	 the	 past,	 all	 people	were	 actually	 or	 potentially	 a	 labor	 force;	 it	
looked	 like	 a	 good	 investment	 for	 capital	 to	 give	 them	 some	 education,	
including	them	in	a	process	in	which	everybody	will	learn,	at	least,	how	to	











America,	 the	 real	 nature	 of	 the	myth	 became	 entirely	 evident.	 The	 social	
majorities,	for	whom	development	was	always	a	threat,	denounced	it	loudly	
for	the	first	time.	It	seemed	that	only	by	rejecting	the	enterprise	would	its	
effects	 be	 removed.	 And	 the	 enterprise	 appeared	 in	 all	 its	 nakedness:	 a	








gap	widened.	Development	was	very	good	business	 for	 the	 rich	countries,	
very	bad	business	for	us	in	the	“South.”	
In	 the	 1980s	we	 also	 knew	 that	 the	 educational	 system	was	 failing,	
that	this	central	promise	of	development	was	not	fulfilled.	The	system	does	
not	prepare	people	for	life	and	work,	and	the	minority	reaching	the	top	of	
the	 educational	 ladder	 cannot	 find	 jobs	 for	 whatever	 they	 studied.	 This	
awareness	 generated	 the	 biggest	 social	 movement	 on	 earth,	 the	 most	
invisible.	The	school	is	no	longer	perceived	as	a	place	to	learn.	Children	are	
sent	to	school	to	get	the	passport	needed	to	circulate	in	the	modern	society.	
To	 learn,	 you	 and	 your	 children	 create	 other	 opportunities	 beyond	 the	
school.	
Development	 is	 radically	 inhospitable:	 it	 imposes	 a	 universal	
definition	of	 the	good	 life	 and	excludes	 all	 others.	We	need	 to	hospitably	





people	 said:	 “OK,	my	 country	will	 never	 be	 developed,	 but	 I	will	 join	 the	















you	 to	 development.	 You	 can	 no	 longer	 dream	 your	 dreams,	 they	 are	
already	dreamt:	 to	be	 like	them,	 like	the	developed,	and	even	dream	their	
dreams.	But	development	also	comes	with	fascination.	In	the	1950s,	movies	
were	 the	 new	 entertainment.	We	were	 rushing	 every	weekend	 to	 see	 the	
latest	movie.	And	all	of	them	were	presenting	the	American	Way	of	Life	as	
the	 thing	 closest	 to	 paradise.	 Truman	promised	we	 could	 have	 it	 all.	 The	
American	will	 share	with	us	all	 their	scientific	and	technological	advances	
to	enter	into	that	world.		
The	 opposite	 of	 development,	 we	 know	 now,	 is	 not	
underdevelopment	but	hospitality:	 to	accept	 respectfully	 that	others	exist,	









In	 my	 world,	 we	 have	 heard	 in	 recent	 years	 that	 there	 is	 a	 new	
consensus:	we	are	at	 the	end	of	a	historical	cycle.	But	we	have	heard	 that	
there	 is	 intense	 controversy	 about	 the	 corpses,	what	 is	 ending.	 There	 are	
many	 candidates.	 Neoliberalism,	 colonialism,	 the	 American	 empire,	 we	
heard	that	Wallerstein	insists	that	the	terminal	phase	of	capitalism	started	










5,000	 years	 in	 the	 whole	 world	 and	 culminated	 in	 its	 most	 destructive	
condition,	 capitalism	 and	 its	 political	 form,	 the	 democratic	 nation-state.	
And	we	are	also	at	the	end	of	modernity.		
Postmodernity	should	not	be	misunderstood	as	the	historical	epoch	
that	 follows	 modernity.	 It	 describes	 the	 state	 of	 mind	 of	 one	 or	 several	
generations	 that	 have	 had	 to	 painfully	 disassociate	 themselves	 from	 the	
truths	of	the	previous	epoch,	without	having	found	for	themselves	another	
unitary	 system	 of	 reference.	 This	 state	 could	 be	 described	 by	 the	 word	
disillusionment…	 If	 modernity	 is	 understood	 as	 the	 societal	 project	
characterized	 by	 Newtonian	 physics,	 Cartesian	 reductionism,	 the	 nation-
state	 of	 Thomas	 Hobbes,	 and	 the	 capitalist	 world	 system,	 postmodernity	
simply	refers	 to	that	disillusioning	phase	of	 the	same	modernity,	 in	which	
people	 increasingly	 doubt	 the	 universal	 truth	 of	 this	 paradigm.	 These	
doubts,	 and	 this	perception,	derive	mostly	 from	everyday	experience,	 that	
is,	they	stand	for	an	important	intellectual	and	social	achievement,	without	
being	 immediately	 the	 result	 of	 scholarly	 reflection	 in	 a	 more	 narrow,	
institutional	sense.	(Dietrich	&	Sützl,	1997,	p.	3)	
More	and	more	people	are	becoming	aware	of	the	relativity	of	those	
truths	 in	whose	 absolute	 validity	 they	 used	 to	 believe.	As	 a	 consequence,	
those	 truths	 have	 lost	 their	 binding	 character.	 Such	 a	 state	 can	 be	
interpreted	 and	experienced	as	 a	 simple	 loss	of	 values	 and	orientation,	 as	
anomy,	 the	 notion	 introduced	 in	 1895	 by	 Durkheim	 alluding	 to	 fear	 and	
lack	 of	 orientation	 of	 individuals,	 and	 lack	 of	 regulation	 in	 and	 among	
societies	(Durkheim,	1982).	The	insight	that	there	cannot	be	the	one	truth,	
as	 Derrida	 (1987)	 observed,	 however,	 allows	 for	 a	 democratic	 plurality	 of	
truths.	 And	 so,	 while	 some	 engage	 in	 fundamentalisms,	 many	 people	
immerse	themselves	in	different	forms	of	radical	pluralism	and	practice	new	
forms	 of	 knowing	 and	 experiencing	 the	 world,	 participating	 in	 the	








so	 on	 –	 for	 verbs	 that	 bring	 back	 their	 personal	 agency,	 their	 autonomy:	
learning,	 healing,	 eating,	 dwelling.	 They	 acknowledge	 the	 individual	 as	 a	
modern	construction	from	which	they	also	disassociate	themselves,	in	favor	
of	 a	 conception	 of	 persons	 as	 knots	 in	 nets	 of	 relationships,	 which	
constitute	the	many	real	we’s	defining	a	new	society	(Panikkar,	1990,	1993).		
Capitalism	encountered	three	different	limits.	A	regime	ends	when	it	
cannot	 reproduce	 itself	 in	 its	 own	 terms.	 This	 is	 the	 case	 today	 for	
capitalism.	What	was	 described	 as	 primitive	 accumulation,	 centuries	 ago,	
implied	 grabbing	 resources	 and	 transforming	 them	 into	 capital,	 that	 is,	
buying	labor	force.	Today	we	have	unprecedented	accumulation…but	most	













For	 the	 era	 of	 dispossession,	 of	 extractivism—as	 we	 call	 it	 in	 Latin	
America—for	 the	 era	 of	 cynically	 grabbing	 and	 concentrating	 resources,	
formal	 democracy	 is	 a	 problem.	 You	 need	 the	 police,	 the	 military,	 the	
cartels,	the	media,	all	the	authoritarian	tools	of	a	wide	repertoire.	
The	 end	 of	 capitalism	 is	 not	 good	 news.	 It	 does	 not	 mean	 an	
opportunity	 for	 emancipation	 but	 the	 fall	 into	 barbarism,	 into	 an	
unprecedented	wave	of	destruction.	There	is	no	room	for	optimism,	all	the	
options	 look	 terrible,	 but	 there	 is	 still	 room	 for	 hope.	 A	 new	 mood	 is	












In	 1992,	 when	 the	 Spaniards	 wanted	 to	 commemorate	 the	 500th		








beings,	 said	 the	Zapatistas,	 and	put	 autonomy	 at	 the	 center	 of	 the	 public	
debate.	 In	 the	 following	 years	 disenchantment	 with	 democracy	 became	
universal.	 	 “All	 of	 them	 should	 go!”	 said	 the	 Argentinians	 in	 2001.	 “My	
dreams	 don’t	 fit	 into	 your	 ballot	 box”,	 affirmed	 the	 Indignados	 in	 Spain.	
Occupy	 Wall	 Street,	 in	 the	 U.S.,	 enabled	 millions	 of	 people	 to	 finally	
acknowledge	that	their	system	is	at	the	service	of	the	1%.		
For	a	democratic	 society	 to	exist,	you	need	at	 least	 two	conditions:	
that	the	majority	of	the	citizens	believe	that	the	electoral	process	 is	a	 fair,	
clean	 and	 respected	method	 to	 express	 the	 collective	will;	 and	 that	 those	
elected	through	this	process	really	represent	the	interests	of	the	majority.	It	
is	very	difficult	to	find	today	a	country	in	which	these	conditions	are	met.	
The	 very	 nature	 of	 formal	 democracy	 is	 also	 becoming	 transparent.	 The	
term	was	coined	in	Greece	and	took	its	modern	form,	the	universal	model,	
in	the	US.	Both	were	societies	with	slaves	and	in	the	hands	of	misogynous	
machos.	Racism	 and	 sexism	 are	 deeply	 embedded	 in	 this	 political	 design;	
they	are	not	circumstantial	anomalies.	
There	 are	 still	 attempts	 to	 reform	 the	 democratic	 nation-state,	 but	

















challenging	 neoliberal	 globalization,	 but	 are	 acting	 explicitly	 against	










the	highest	 priority.	 In	 these	 societies,	 autonomous	practices	 characterize	




getting	on	 in	 life.	They	 impose	 these	 ideas	on	us”	 (Menchú,	 1985,	 p.	 241).	
Twenty	 years	 ago,	 when	 the	 parents	 discovered	 what	 the	 teachers	 were	
doing	in	the	school,	they	made	the	teachers	leave.		
In	 1979,	 a	 group	 of	 rebellious	 teachers	 in	 Chiapas,	 in	 the	 South	 of	
Mexico,	started	a	movement	against	the	corrupt	leader	of	the	biggest	union	
in	 Latin	 America,	 with	 more	 than	 a	 million	 teachers.	 They	 created	 a	
coordinating	 body	 that	 currently	mobilizes	 thousands	 of	 teachers	 against	








the	 union	 has	 been	 very	 prominent	 in	 the	 struggle.	 The	 teachers	 have	 a	




Movement,	which	conceived	and	 implemented	very	 interesting	 initiatives.	
Today,	within	 the	 very	 authoritarian	 system	 of	 public	 education,	 you	 can	
find	in	Oaxaca	ten	communal	secundarias.	When	the	children	arrive,	for	the	
first	day	of	classes,	they	get	the	information	that	there	will	be	no	classes,	no	
disciplines	 or	 grades.	 In	 groups	 of	 two	 to	 five	 they	 should	 conceive	 a	
project,	discuss	it	with	the	elders,	the	authorities,	their	parents,	everyone	in	
the	 community,	 and	 then	 implement	 it,	 in	 three	 months	 or	 three	 years,	
depending	on	the	project.	The	teachers	operate	as	a	shield,	protecting	the	
children	 from	 the	Ministry	of	Education	and	producing	all	 the	paperwork	
the	 bureaucrats	 require.	 They	 also	 are	 available	 for	 consultation,	 if	 the	
children	want	 some	 help	 in	what	 they	 are	 doing.	 It	 is	 a	 pleasure	 to	 hear	
these	children	at	the	end	of	the	process.	They	are	not	repeating	anything,	as	
educated	 parrots.	 They	 are	 creative,	 open,	 free.	 They	 look	 not	 only	
contented	buy	very	well	rooted	in	the	community.	
In	1997	the	Indigenous	peoples	of	Oaxaca	came	together	and	after	a	
whole	 year	 of	 communal	 debate	 they	 presented	 in	 their	 State	 Forum	 a	
consensual	declaration:	“The	school	had	been	the	main	tool	of	the	State	to	
destroy	 the	 Indigenous	peoples.”	They	were	 just	 reclaiming	 that	historical	
truth	and	saying	¡Basta!	Many	communities	started	to	close	the	schools	and	
kick	off	the	teachers.	You	can	imagine	the	scandal.	Front	page	in	the	papers:	
“These	 barbarians	 are	 dooming	 their	 poor	 children	 to	 ignorance.	 This	
cannot	 be	 Indigenous	 autonomy	 and	 self-government.	 They	 should	 be	
stopped.”	 A	 lot	 of	 pressure	 was	 applied	 on	 them,	 but	 some	 communities	
persisted.	A	good	anthropologist	decided	 to	 teach	a	 lesson	 to	 the	parents.	
He	designed	some	tests	to	compare	children	going	to	the	school	with	those	
not	going	to	the	school,	to	show	how	the	latter	were	being	left	behind.	To	













interested	 in	 learning	more,	 things	 that	 no	 one	 in	 the	 community	 knew.	
Since	 they	 had	 no	 diplomas,	 they	 would	 not	 be	 able	 to	 continue	 their	
studies.	With	 them	and	 for	 them,	we	 created	 the	University	of	 the	Earth,	
Universidad	 de	 la	 Tierra,	 a	 coalition	 of	 Indigenous	 and	 non-indigenous	
people.	A	Zapotec	singer	and	intellectual	gave	us	our	name.		This	university,	
told	us	Jaime	Luna,	should	always	have	the	feet	on	earth,	not	floating	on	the	
space.	 And	 it	 should	 care	 for	 Mother	 Earth.	 We	 loved	 the	 idea	 and	 we	
constructed	 the	 university	 around	 the	 principle	 of	 learning	 by	 doing.	We	
have	no	teachers,	no	classrooms,	no	curricula.	If	someone	insists	in	asking	
for	 our	 pedagogy,	 we	 may	 allude	 to	 “babies’	 pedagogy.”	 All	 babies	 learn	
things	 as	 difficult	 as	 how	 to	 think,	walk	 or	 speak	without	 any	 education,	
learning	in	freedom.	This	is	what	we	do.	All	our	former	“students”	are	today	
getting	dignity	and	income	in	whatever	they	learned	with	us.	
The	 idea	 is	 spreading.	 There	 are	 several	Unitierras	 in	 Oaxaca	 and	
also	in	Chiapas,	Puebla	and	other	states	of	Mexico,	in	California,	in	the	US,	




and	 adopting	 the	 principle	 of	 the	 freedom	 to	 learn.	What	 we	 are	 doing,	





educational	 system,	 particularly	 literacy	 campaigns,	 with	 his	 beautiful	







explored	 an	 answer	 to	 a	 single	 question:	 what	 kind	 of	 society	 tries	 to	
educate	 all	 its	 members?	What	 does	 education	 do	 to	 a	 society?	 (Cayley,	
1992).	Thanks	to	him,	we	know	the	answer.	We	know	that	education	is	very	
modern.	 That	 until	 the	 sixteen-century,	 educare	 meant	 to	 feed	 by	 the	






City	 through	 the	 front	 door	 because	 she	 was	 an	 Indian.	My	mother,	 like	
many	other	people	of	her	generation,	assumed	 that	 the	best	 she	could	do	




whenever	 we	 saw	 one	 of	 them.	 I	 adored	 my	 grandmother	 and	 got	 the	
opportunity	to	be	with	her	on	holidays	 in	Oaxaca,	where	I	 live	today,	 in	a	
Zapotec	 village,	 seven	 kilometers	 from	 the	 place	 she	 was	 born.	 I	 can	 no	
longer	be	described	as	 a	Westerner;	 I	have	dismantled	one	by	one	all	 the	





by	 the	 economic	 society	 who	 are	 increasingly	 dedicated	 to	marginalizing	
the	economy.	The	social	majorities	of	the	world—the	Two-Thirds	World,	if	
they	are	to	be	called	something—are	abandoning	their	ambivalence	toward	
development,	 modernity,	 capitalism:	 the	 economic	 society.	 	 They	 are	
becoming	refuseniks.	They	are	consolidating	their	own	spheres	of	existence	
and	 shaping	 them	 as	 vernacular	 realities,	 in	 relatively	 small,	 highly	 self-
sufficient,	 interconnected	 units.	 In	 doing	 so,	 they	 are	 keeping	 themselves	
















In	moving	 from	 resistance	 to	 liberation,	 wide	 sectors	 of	 the	 social	
majorities	 are	 not	 only	 challenging	 the	 dominant	 individualism,	 but	 the	
very	 notion	 of	 the	 individual	 and	 the	 social	 pacts	 supported	 by	 it.	 As	
Foucault	explains,	the	individual	is	the	product	of	power.	What	is	needed	is	
to	de-individualize	by	means	of	multiplication	and	displacement.	The	group	
must	 not	 be	 the	 organic	 bond	 uniting	 hierarchized	 individuals,	 but	 a	




their	 reclaimed	 or	 regenerated	 commons,	 with	 the	 use	 of	 juridical	 and	
political	 procedures	 to	 generate	 social	 consensus	 from	 the	 bottom	 up	
(Esteva	&	Prakash,	1998;	Subcomandante	Marcos,	2001).	
Diversified	 worlds	 of	 convivial	 new	 commons	 are	 thus	 emerging,	
carrying	 with	 them	 the	 revolutionary	 force	 of	 connecting	 desires	 and	
realities.	 People	 can	 thus	 focus	 their	 actions	 in	 what	 is	 positive	 and	
multiple,	 in	 the	 difference,	 in	 flows	 and	mobile	 arrangements,	 instead	 of	
uniformities,	unities,	 systems.	They	actualize	 the	present,	which	 takes	 the	
place	 of	 a	 future	 alienated	 by	 ideologies	 (Steger,	 1984).	 They	 struggle	
against	 all	 odds,	 exposed	 to	 continual	 erosion	 and	 disruption	 by	 the	
intrusion	of	the	market	or	the	state	in	their	reclaimed	commons.	However,	
the	 new	 democratic	 and	 legal	 “umbrellas”	 that	 they	 have	 started	 to	













Justice	 and	 virtue	 are	 at	 the	 very	 center	 of	 such	 discourses:	 real	
justice,	 emerging	 from	 the	 community,	 in	 the	 classic	 tradition,	 beyond	
Trotsky	 and	Nietzsche	 (MacIntyre,	 1981)	 and	 proper	 virtue,	 rooted	 in	 the	






The	 time	 has	 come	 for	 the	 end	 of	 the	 patriarchal,	 capitalist	 era.	
Development,	 once	 a	 hope	 to	 give	 eternal	 life	 to	 economic	 societies,	 has	
instead	dug	 their	graves.	Evidences	of	 the	new	era,	appearing	everywhere,	
are	 still	 perceived	 as	 anomalies	 of	 the	 old.	 The	 old	 one,	 in	 turn,	 looks	
stronger	 than	 ever,	 and	 the	 death	 it	 is	 carrying	 is	 still	 perceived	 as	 a	
symptom	of	vitality.	If	people	are	fooled	by	such	images,	disguised	with	the	
slogans	 of	 the	 period,	 and	 are	 blind	 to	 the	 evidence	 of	 the	 new	 era,	
postcapitalism	will	continue	to	dismantle	and	destruct	 its	own	creation	to	
the	point	of	collapse.	
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